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THIRD REVIEW OF THE CGIAR SYSTEM 
1. It was decided early in the Group's history that the CGIAR system'as a 
whole would be reviewed every five years. The first review was conducted in 
1975/76 and the second in 1980/81. If custom is to be maintained the third 
review would be undertaken in 1985186. The purpose of this memorandum is to 
bring the matter to the attention of the Group, for preliminary discussion at . 
its next meeting in November 1984, so that, if the Group sees fit, detailed 
plans for the third review can be drawn up shortly thereafter. 
2. Purpose of the Review. One of the unusual features of the CGIAR 
system, and one that is at least partially responsible for its vitality and 
capacity to adapt relatively rapidly to changing circumstances, is its 
willingness to subject itself to periodic review. The process can he,time 
consuming but it does enable new ideas to surface, encourages debate on issues 
of importance and stimulates cohesion and a sense of purpose. 
3. A second feature of the CGIAR system is that it has the flexibility 
and absence of protocol to permit the Group to fashion almost any activity in 
which ever way is deemed by consensus to be appropriate. It follows from this 
that the focus and process of the third review can be whatever the Group 
chooses and the timing altered to suit the collective judgement on appropriate 
dates. 
4. Timing of the Review. A review in 1985/86 would be timely. The TAC 
strategies study is being completed for consideration by the Group in May 1985 
and both the impact and financial reporting and budget studies will be ready for 
consideration by the Group in November 1985. All three are important studies 
which could substantially influence the development and administration of the 
system. All three grew out of the second review. They could be collectively 
assessed through the mechanism of the third review, and an appropriate course of 
action proposed. There has been a good deal of sentiment for a fresh look at 
various long term financial issues, and these too would make good review 
topics. Finally, there have been suggestions for a management review of the TAC 
and the CG secretariat, which could also be examined by the third review. 
5. Considerable lead time is required for planning the review, 
particularly the recruitment of individuals to serve on the review team. The 
work itself could take at least nine months, assuming three to four months field 
work and much the same time for report writing and preliminary review. With 
these points in mind a possible timetable could be as follows: ' 
November 1984. Preliminary discussion by the Group. Either authority is given 
to the Secretariat to procede with detailed planning, including authority to 
recruit staff, or, alternatively, a later date for the review is set. 
January/March 1985. Assuming approval of the 1985-1986 period for the review, 
preparation of a detailed plan by the secretariat, including consultation with 
TAC during its March meeting. During this period the team leader would be 
recruited. 
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May 1985. Consideration of proposed plan by Group 
Approval of a budget and the start of fundraisin.g. 
at mid year meeting. 
June/July 1985. Recruitment of the review team and decisions on membership of 
the review committee. 
September/October 1985. Team leader and team secretary start work. 
November 1985. Final Group approval of the scope, terms of reference and 
procedures for the review, adjusted to take into account Group reactions to the 
strategic consideration recommendation of TAC, and the impact and finance/budget 
studies. 
November 1985/August 1986. Work period. 
September 1986. Distribution of report to Group. 
November 1986. Consideration of the report by the Group at ICW 1986. 
6. Review Process. For both the first and second reviews there was a 
study team and a study review committee. The former consisted of 4 or 5 
individuals, all drawn from outside the CGIAR system. The latter consisted of 
about 18 persons, selected by the CGIAR Chairman on the basis of experience, 
qualifications and a knowledge of the system, but all serving in a personal 
capacity. They were drawn from among the donors, developing countries, the 
CGIAR institutions and the TAC. The Chairman of TAC and representatives of the 
Cosponsors attended meetings of the committee as observers. The committee met 
on three or four occasions during the course of the study period. The study 
team undertook most of the work on behalf of the cotmnittee. The report was, 
however, that of the committee rather than that of the study team. The process 
was not without its critics and the Group will probably wish to decide whether 
modifications would be desirable in the case of the third review. 
7. Discussion Points. The timing of the review, its synchronization with 
other ongolng studies, and its purpose will no doubt be actively discussed by 
the Group. There are also associated issues, principally concerning the review 
process and actions to be take prior to the review. For instance are there 
additional subsidiary studies that should be initiated,prior to the review 
which, if undertaken now, would facilitate scrutiny by the review? Long term 
funding of the system, and the relationships to the system of the non-CGIAR 
funded international centers are examples. Both issues would be legitimate 
matters to be addressed by the review, but, if considerable preliminary work is 
not done before the review takes place, it is possible that they would be 
treated superficially by the review. 
8. Addressees of this circular who are not attending Centers Week, are 
invited to send written comments if they will. .4 
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